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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. PAGE: Good norning. | think we're
going to go ahead and get started. | want to wel cone you
to the United States Environnmental Protection Agency's
public hearing to receive oral testinony on our proposed
radi ati on protection standards for Yucca Muntain,
Nevada.

My nanme is Steve Page, and |'mthe
Director of the Ofice of Radiation and Indoor Air at
EPA. |I'mhere to serve as the presiding officer for
t hese proceedings. And the main purpose of today is to
listen to your statenents, your comrents on the rules and
we have a few things to take care of before we get into
t hat .

|"mgoing to introduce the panel. After

we do that I'll describe briefly our proposed regul ation.

And then third I will explain the ground rules for the
heari ngs.

The EPA panel nmenbers with ne today are
Frank Marci nowski to nmy left, who is the Acting D rector
of the Radiation Protection Division in the Ofice of
Radi ati on and I ndoor Air. To ny right, your left, is
Mary Kruger, who is Director of the Federal Regul ations

Center. And on ny far left, your right, is Geoff WIcox.

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376




N

o o A~ W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PUBLI C HEARI NG 10/ 13/ 99

He's an attorney fromthe EPA's Ofice of General
Counsel. W can't have a hearing like this w thout an
attorney present.

| want to cover a little bit of the
background on our rule, and then we'll get into the
hearing procedures. Can you all hear nme okay in the
back? Fine, okay.

In 1992 Congress gave EPA the inportant
task of setting standards to protect public health and
t he environment from harnful exposure to the radioactive
waste that woul d be di sposed in the proposed underground
repository at Yucca Muuntain, Nevada. Wile EPA w il set
t hese standards, the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion has
the responsibility of ensuring that the Departnent of
Energy can denonstrate that the repository neets the
st andar ds.

Siting a repository at Yucca Muntain
rai ses many conplex technical, scientific and policy
i ssues. For nore than five years EPA has conducted
extensive information gathering activities and anal ysis
to understand these issues.

Qur goal is to issue standards that are
scientifically sound, that can be reasonably inpl enented
and above all, that are protective of public health and

t he envi ronnment.

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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Qur proposed standards address all
envi ronnent al pat hways, air, water and soil. The
standards are designed to protect the closest residents
to the repository to a level of risk within the range we
consi der acceptable for all other cancer-causing
pol | ut ants.

The cl osest residents to the repository
are currently located at Lathrop Wells, Nevada. This
means that those further away would even be nore
pr ot ect ed.

In addition we're proposing to protect the
val uabl e ground water resources of Nevada. Because the
proposed repository sits above an inportant groundwater
aquifer, we're proposing that this precious natural
resource be protected to the sane limts to which every
ot her source of drinking water in this country is
protected. W want to provide this protection since the
water is currently being used for drinking, irrigation
and dairy cattle. In the future, this resource could
al so supply water to many people in the fast-grow ng Las
Vegas ar ea.

Thi s proposed regul ati on and t hese
hearings are inportant mlestones in a series of very
del i berate steps to insure public involvenent throughout

t he deci si on- maki ng process.

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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We are here today to listen to your views
and concerns on our proposal. EPA is also seeking
written comrents on our proposed standard, and I want to
reassure you that all witten and oral coments wll be
carefully consi dered before EPA nakes a final decision.

Now for the hearing procedures. In this
public hearing no one is sworn in and there is no cross
exam nation. The speakers will be asked to present their
statenments and shoul d not expect a response fromthe
panel nenbers.

We have a Court Reporter who will produce
a verbatimtranscript of today's proceedings, so it is
inportant that we get a clear, uninterrupted record.

I f you have a witten copy of your
statenent, we will be glad to accept it when you are
called to testify. | ask all speakers to identify
t henmsel ves for the Court Reporter, spell your nane for
the record. Please speak slowy and clearly, and stop if
either the Court Reporter or | signal you to do so.

During these proceedings for clarification
purposes only, it may be necessary for the Court Reporter
or nmenbers of the panel or nme to question the speakers
about specific statenents made during their testinony.

As stated in the Federal Register notice,

speakers registering in advance are guaranteed speaking

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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time. Speakers not registered in advance nmay register at
the table outside the door and wll be scheduled to
testify as openings are avail abl e.

We are scheduled to be here today until
5:00 o' clock, and we're going to do our best to
accommodate all of those wi shing to speak.

W'l |l be taking a |unch break and sone
ot her smal| breaks as needed.

I ndi vidual s are allowed five mnutes to
testify on their own behalf. Those representing an
organi zation are allowed ten mnutes to testify. W'l
be using a tiner that operates simlar to a traffic
[ight, which is located right here in front of ne.

Il will tell you when it is tinme for you to
begin your statenent. The tine keeper |ocated over here
will start the timer, and the green light will appear.
When you have two minutes left you get a yell ow caution
I'ight, and you shoul d begin your closing remarks.

When your tinme has el apsed the light wll
turn red, and I'll ask you to stop even if you've not
concluded. Wile the tinme keeper resets the tinmer 1"l
call the next speaker to the m crophone and notify the
speaker when to begin.

Qut of respect for everyone' opinions,

pl ease abide by these |imts so that the maxi num anmount

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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of people can be heard.

Qur speakers today fall into two
categories, those who preregistered and those who
regi stered at the door. Once everyone who wi shes to
testify has done so, those of you whose statenents are
| onger than five or ten mnutes will be recalled and
all owed to continue speaking in five to ten mnute
i ncrenents.

Time permtting this procedure wll be
repeated until everyone who w shes to be heard has
conpleted their statenents. | believe this systemis
fair to everybody.

Qur purpose today is to solicit public
coment on our proposed standards for Yucca Muntain, so
we ask you to confine your comments and renarks
accordingly. Al of the testinony we receive today wll
be fully considered as we nove toward devel opi ng our
final standards.

"1l remnd you that witten coments may
be submtted to us no later than Novenber 26th, 1999.
Anyt hing you did not get to say today, or anything you
Wi sh to say in response to what has been said here, my
be submtted for consideration. Information submtted in
witing is given the sanme weight and inportance as oral

testi nony.
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Pl ease see the information table for the
docket | ocations and hearing ground rules. A transcript
of today's hearing will be available for review at each
of the docket |ocations in approximately two to three
weeks.

| want to thank you for taking the tine to
attend and testify at today's hearing, and | didn't
mention earlier, but this is our first hearing in a
series of four. This will be the only one in Washi ngt on,
D.C., and next week we are out in Nevada, and the week
after, | believe it is, we go to Kansas City for a
heari ng out there.

Al right, our first speaker today is
Steven Kraft fromthe Nuclear Energy Institute. Steven,
there is a mcrophone over here to the right which
didn't point out to you, if that's all right.

MR. KRAFT: | have a copy of the view
graphs 1'll be using, gentlenen.

| used to be a lot taller.

Good norning. My nane is Steven Kraft, K-
r-a-f-t. | amthe Director of Spent Nucl ear Fuel at the
Nucl ear Energy Institute.

NEI is the Washi ngton-based associ ati on of
the nucl ear energy industry. W have 300 nenbers in 15

countries representing all the nucl ear power plant

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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operators in this country, many worl dw de, engi neering
firms, radi opharmaceutical conpanies, universities, |aw
firms, |abor unions and research |aboratories. There has
been an extraordi nary anount of interest in our
menbership on this standard.

This morning | will focus on a few key
i ssues, and we will be filing a very full statenent by
t he due date as the chairman stat ed.

The EPA proposal for a repository standard
for Yucca Mountain is a very inportant step in a process
of providing disposal and managenent of the nation's high
| evel waste. Responsible disposal of spent nuclear fuel
is a national inperative. DCE s performance under the
Nucl ear Waste Policy Act and its | ack of performance
under the attendant contracts has beconme sonet hing of
legend, and I will not review that for you today.

| think everyone understands that there is
a need for this standard to be in place and to be an
adequate standard for that process to go forward.
Appropriate radi ati on standards are an inportant buil ding
bl ock in that process, and the standard is |ong overdue.

However, it is not a step in the right
direction. The standard as it has been proposed with a
separate ground water |imt is very poor public policy,

as | will discuss in just a few mnutes, and that is what

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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my remarks will focus on.

But as a second and equal |y inportant
matter, the duplication of the NRC rol e that EPA proposes
in the inplenentation criteria in the draft standard is
unnecessary and counter-productive. NRC can do a nuch
better job of inplenenting any standard EPA prepares and
promul gates if they are left to their own devices in
determ ning how to inplenent.

Having said that, let me focus on the
separate ground water matter, which is the key, for
pronmul gating a standard with a separate ground water
requi renent ignores the science of the |last two decades.
The National Acadeny of Science's report nakes it clear
as to the appropriate way to approach this matter.

Addi tionally and perhaps nost inportantly,
provi ding a separate ground water standard actually
creates a standard that provides no additional public
health or safety benefit. By its very nature an al
pat hway standard, which is also in EPA's proposal and in
the NRC proposal will protect drinking water by its very
nature. You have to include those facts in the al
pat hway st andar d.

As a result you will also hinder
construction of the best repository. You can elimnate

an otherw se perfectly good repository. And inportantly,

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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it ignores the law as we read it, that Section 801 of the
Energy Policy Act refers to the standard, EPA's, as the
maxi mum annual effective does equival ent to individual
menbers of the public as the only standard that is to be
effective in this way.

Getting to a nore detailed description of
this, I'"ll offer this with sone apology, it is sort of a
busy chart. But let nme use this to explain a point that
we are maki ng.

A separate ground water standard results
in less protection of the public than a single al
pat hways standard. That sounds sonewhat counter-
intuitive, I know, because as you go froma standard that
has a | ow quantitative nunber to a | ower quantitative
nunber, we never tal k about high quantitative nunbers, it
appears that you are providing greater protection to the
general public nerely because the nunber is nunerically
| ower .

But what happens is, you have to study the
way the designs progress as a result of doing so. First,
i magi ne a situation which we would never permt in this
country of having a very, very weak standard where you
have sonewhat higher risks of health effects. W would
never permt that in this country, and no one is

advocating that.

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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And as you do things |ike select the right
site, arid, above the water table, all those features
that | ed Congress to select the Yucca Mountain site in
the first place, the performance of a repository
I nproves. Then you start addi ng design features. You
use a robust container, perhaps you put in a drip shield,
per haps you do ot her, backfill, barriers, whatever it is
that are required, and the analysis shows that the doses,
the risks fall even |ower, and you cone to an opti nal
poi nt .

Now, let ne just say that this curve that
we're follow ng does not follow any easily described or
known mat hematical relationship. It is purely a notional
way of describing this relationship that engi neers know
full well in our experience in designing systens.

What happens is, once you pass that
bal ance point of the mnimal, the mninmmeffect, the
m ni mum ri sk, you have to start addi ng additional design
features in order to neet the |ower standard still and
further the even | ower ground water standard.

What are those design features? Well, if
you |l ook in the DOE's draft EI'S, you would inmagine it's
things like even smaller containers, spread over greater
| and mass, and ventilation systens and all these things

that serve in fact to raise the calculated, statistically

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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cal cul ated public risk.

Because what happens is that in this
particul ar case you would take the repository and you
woul d make it larger. And you would end up m ni ng out
much greater rock and you woul d rel ease far nore radon
thereby increasing the total dose.

It is the total dose fromall pathways
that is the key in this situation, and that is why a
standard with the ground water, the specific ground water
[imt init, is far less protective than a standard
wi t hout .

Those are nmy comrents. Thank you very
nmuch.

MR. PAGE: Thank you, M. Kraft. Kevin
Kanps, Nuclear Information and Resource Service. Are you
going to be using the overheads, or --

MR KAMPS: No, |'m not.

Shall | just begin?

MR. PAGE: (Go ahead, please.

MR. KAMPS: M nanme is Kevin Kanps, and |
represent the Nuclear Information and Resource Servi ce.

t he person on staff who works on high I evel nuclear waste
i ssues there.
I"d just like to begin by thanking the EPA

for releasing the standard. W as an organi zati on have

m
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been fighting for years to keep EPA as the standard
setter for the Yucca Mouuntain repository, proposed
repository. W feel that EPA is much better able to
protect the public's health and the environnent than the
NRC, and a coment that the previous speaker nade about
the NRC being left to its own devices really rang a bel
with me, because | feel |ike that would be | eaving the
fox to guard the henhouse. And so we really encourage
EPA to continue in their role as protectors of the
environment, protectors of public health and we very much
support that.

And I'd i ke to add that that is current
United States | aw, which we have al so struggled as an
organi zation wth menbers in 50 states to uphold, that
EPA be the standard setter. That is Congress' |aw and
there have been efforts to change that |aw, and we have
tried to protect the environnment by uphol ding EPA as the
standard setter.

So with that said, | would |ike to address
t he proposed rule for Yucca Muntain that has been
recently released. W do have concerns with this. Even
t hough we do fully support EPA as the standard setter, we
have concerns with the proposed rule. That's what I'd
like to share with you

One of the first concerns that we have is

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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in regards to the tine cap on the repository. W feel
that a 10,000 year tinme cap is an arbitrary determ nation
that falls far short of the needed standard. The hi ghest
rel eases, the highest doses to the public, wll occur
after the 10,000 year tine cap.

The National Acadeny of Sciences has
recomended that the conpliance period for the proposed
repository at Yucca Mountain |ast as |ong as peak doses
woul d occur. Which could be at a point 100,000 years
after enplacenent. And the 10,000 year tinme cap falls
far short of that, so we strongly encourage the EPA to
rewite this section of the proposed rule to fully
protect public health and the environment by taking into
consideration the long tine frame in which peak doses
woul d occur down the road.

Alittle conversation | had in the office,
we canme up with an analogy for the present 10,000 year
time cap. It's like saying that as long as the kids wait
until their parents |eave for the evening, it is okay if
they destroy the living roomfurniture or burn down the
house. So just to help you see how we feel about this.

Qur second concern addresses the dilution
factor that's involved. W're wondering what good the
site boundary is if the nmeasurenent is going to be nmade

20 kil ometers downstream So we feel that dilution is

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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not the solution to pollution. W feel that the
conpliance point should be either on-site or at the site
boundary, and not at such a far distance away.

We feel that that would set, as with the
time cap, a very poor national and international
precedent with not just in terns of high-1level nuclear
wast e storage, which would be a very bad precedent
wor | dwi de, but also in terns of other environnental
i ssues. O her hazardous waste sites.

A third concern that we'd |ike to address
is who will receive the dose. W feel that the
reasonably maxi mally exposed individual as discussed in
this proposed rule may be the right term nology but it's
the wong definition. W call on EPA to nake the
reasonably maxi mally exposed individual the fetus
carried by the subsistence farnmer, because this
i ndi vi dual woul d be nuch nore vulnerable to harmfrom
radi ati on than would be the assunmed world residential

assunption in this proposed rule.

And we feel that the assunption that world

residential will carry for centuries and thousands of
years and tens of thousands of years is not right. |It's
much nore appropriate to assunme a subsi stence farner
scenari o.

In terns of specific groundwater

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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protection, we fully support EPA in establishing ground
wat er protection for this site. Again, it gets back to
the precedent that would be set not only for nucl ear
waste but for other fornms of hazardous waste. W feel
that not to do so would create the biggest |oophole of
all for Yucca Mountain, since it's known that the nost
massi ve rel eases and doses to the public would cone

t hrough the ground water used as drinking water but even
nore significantly, to irrigate crops which would
concentrate radionuclides in the food.

In terns of human intrusion, our proposed
standard for EPA to call for is continued regulatory
guardi anship into the distant future for this waste.
Gold mnes are to be seen within site of Yucca Muntain
fromthe present day, and in addition in the future it's
possible for water to be drilled even at the foot of
Yucca Mountain. W don't believe it would be drilled
fromthe top, of course, but certainly at the foot of
Yucca Mountain it's possible that wells could be sunk.

And so we feel that one intrusion is not
enough to assune, but it should be assuned, possible
mul tiple intrusions over tine, and for that reason
continued regul atory guardi anship is required.

In terns of who wll set the standard,

NIRS for many years has advocated that whoever wll do it

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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right is the agency to set the standard for Yucca
Mount ai n.  \Whoever will protect the environnment, whoever
will protect the public health to the fullest extent of
the law, and for a |lot of the reasons that |'ve nentioned
we feel that the standard should be a standard, and
shoul d not be weakened to such a point that it's not a
standard any nore. That's what standards are for, to
elimnate inappropriate sites from consideration.

And there has been a pattern and a
pressure for many years building up fromsources |ike the
nucl ear industry and nucl ear proponents and gover nnent
agenci es to weaken the standards enough for Yucca
Mountain to nake it acceptable for the dunping of nuclear
wast es.

We feel that the standard should be
legitimate and if that were the case, that Yucca Muntain
woul d be elimnated fromconsideration for the national
repository. And for this reason we joined with over 200
ot her environnental organizations, public interest
organi zations in Decenber of 1998 calling for the
di squalification of Yucca Muwuntain from consideration
based upon the fast flow of water through the nmountain to
the waste repository level within the nountain.

Under current DOE guidelines that is a

disqualifying factor for a repository, and we call ed upon

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376
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the Secretary of Energy to disqualify the Yucca Muntain
site based upon the fast flow of water to the repository
| evel .

And this was seen, of course, when
chl orine-36 was di scovered deep within the bowels of the
nmount ai n, which was |ess than five decades old. So
instead of it taking 1,000 years for water to reach the
waste, it had only taken sonme 50 years for this rainwater
to make it all the way down to the waste level in the
nount ai n.

And based upon the politics that have
driven the choice of Yucca Mountain fromthe begi nning,
we feel that standards shoul d be science-based, not
politically driven, economcally driven or driven by
expedi ency.

And so for all of these reasons, we
comend EPA for being a standard setter, and thank you
for this hearing.

MR. PAGE: Thank you, M. Kanps.

The next speaker is Brian O Connell from
the National Association of Regulatory Utility
Conmi ssi oners.

MR. O CONNELL: Good norning. M nane is
Brian O Connell, O apostrophe, CGo-n-n-e-1-1. 1'mthe

Director of the Nuclear Waste Programoffice at the
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Nat i onal Association of Regulatory Uility Conm ssioners.
W' re headquartered here in Washington, D.C. I1'd like to
submt nmy witten testinony into the record.

NARUC i s a quasi-governnmental non-profit
organi zation founded in 1889. Wthin its nmenbership we
have governnental bodies in the 50 states engaged in
econom ¢ and safety regulation of carriers and utilities.
The m ssion of NARUC is to serve the public interest in
seeking to inprove the quality and effectiveness of
regul ation in Anmeri ca.

More specifically, NARUC is conprised of
those state officials charged with the duty of regulating
the retail rates and services of electricity, gas, water
and tel ephone utilities operating within their respective
jurisdictions. W do not consider ourselves a nuclear
pr oponent .

Uility rate payers are stakeholders in
the matter of the disposal of nuclear waste. On their
behal f we have followed this matter very closely since
wel | before the passage of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act in 1982, because at |east 34 states which have
nucl ear power plants al so have nucl ear waste from spent

fuel fromthose plants stored at reactor sites that were
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never intended for permanent indefinite storage of such
mat eri al s.

By passing the Nuclear Waste Policy Act in
1982, Congress established a national policy to
permanent|ly di spose of spent nuclear fuel and other high-
| evel radioactive waste in a geologic repository
begi nning in January, 1998, the Departnment of Energy was
responsi ble for neeting that mlestone. That |aw al so
assigned a responsibility for setting the radiation
standards for the repository to EPA. It further
establ i shed the Nucl ear Waste Fund as the mechanismto
pay for the packagi ng, shipping and enpl aci ng of spent
fuel and other waste in the repository.

For various reasons, the federal agencies
have not nmet their schedules. But |let nme assure everyone
present that the paynents into the Nucl ear Waste Fund did
begin in 1983, and have now accurul ated to over $15
billion, which continues to be collected and will be.

Those paynents are nmade through
electricity rates paid by rate payers who consune
electricity generated by nucl ear power plants. It is on
their behalf that I am here this norning.

Qur nessage is sinple. W want the
repository built in a safe, econom c and expedi ent manner

as required by the Nucl ear Waste Policy Act, and whatever
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other laws and regulations wll apply. W want the waste
nmoved fromits present |ocations as soon as possible.

The Departnent of Energy schedule for
opening the repository at Yucca Muntain is 2010 at
the earliest, which is 12 years past the date Congress
directed in 1982. W urge that the federal governnent
establish radiation standards for the Yucca Muntain
repository that enable the departnent to design and build
the repository to first of all serve its purpose, and
protect public health and safety for present and future
generations to the extent reasonably foreseeable given
the uncertainties of the thousands of years the waste
nmust be isolated from human contact.

|'"d like to address the radiation
standards for Yucca Mountain. W're still review ng the
proposed rule, and we intend to provide witten coments
by the end of the coment period. M comments today
reflect our first reactions and rai se sone questions
based on our attenpt to understand the proposed
regulation. |1'd like to touch on sone key points of
concer n.

First of all, what is the standard
attenpting to protect? The proposed rule seens to set a
limt on doses of radiation to various popul ations for

vari ous pathways to human contact. The |evels would be
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measur abl e doses over an annual peri od.

In the discussion acconpanying the
proposed rul e, EPA described its understanding of a
possi bl e rel ati onshi p between dose | evels and the risk of
cancer in certain populations. Apparently EPA seeks to
protect the public fromadditional risks of cancer
attributable to just the Yucca Mountain repository. That
isto say, it seeks to limt the additional risk of
cancer that may occur only due to this facility.

However, it is our understanding that the
I i nkage between dose and risks is not fully agreed anong
the experts in radiation health. Notw thstanding,
vari ous proponents of one dose |evel or another want to
set alimt at a finite level below which it's safe, and
above which is not all owed.

We further understand that there is
uncertainty in the repository design over what |evel of
radiation will reach human contact at what uncertain tinme
in the 10,000 year period of the repository performance.

As a non-expert | sinply wonder how w ||
this be denonstrated, how w Il this conpliance be
denonstrated, in the repository design by DOE and in the
Iicensing by the NRC

In our witten testinony we address the

foll ow ng points: Wen and where m ght the exposure
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| evel s exceed standards; we find that the intrusion
scenari o seens even harder to prove or disprove if not
sinply being far-fetched. The water supply assunptions
seem i nappropriate to the Yucca Muwuntain area, in that
you hypot hesi ze a nuch greater increase in the

popul ation in the area than | believe is foreseeable.

As to the standards thenselves, it's hard
to believe it's taken the federal governnment 17 years to
devel op a radiation standard for Yucca Mouuntain, in that
it is still a source of disagreenent anong technical
speci alists and policy-nmakers alike.

We know t hat the NRC, whose experience and
expertise in radiation matters predates the establishnent
of EPA, and has issued a statenent in August that a
maxi mum | evel of 25 mllirem per year will fully protect
public health and safety, and that there is no health and
safety reason to have a separate ground water protection
standard. We note with sonme dismay that both the NRC and
EPA cite the sane National Acadeny of Sciences study to
support their respective positions.

We are further perplexed by references in
t he di scussion of the proposed rule in Section 3(b)(2)
and table one, such as -- and | had to read this several
tinmes, I'mstill not sure | understand it -- you say we

estimate that the 25 mllirem per year whol e body dose
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limt established in 1985 is essentially equivalent to
the risk associated with today's 15 m | lirem CEDE per
year.

Those of us unfamliar with radiation
health science find it difficult to understand what the
difference really is, since we're unsure what the CEDE
really nmeans. There's a public comrunications concern
her e.

What is a reasonabl e standard, you ask
In the proposed rule, EPA asks, is our proposed standard
of 15 mllirem CEDE reasonable to protect both
i ndi vidual s and the general public. Qur answer is, we
answered it in this fashion: |[If it can be achieved at
Yucca Mountain it may be reasonable. W find no basis to
see why 25 mlliremis not just as reasonable.

For exanpl e, the NRC which has conpetence
inthis area, has stated that that |evel is adequate. W
note that the level is consistent with international
standards. W are aware that any analysis that shows
what incremental benefits would be between 15 and 25
mllirenms, we're unaware of such an analysis conpared to
the increnmental costs to achieve such benefits. And the
rel ati onship between dose limts and cancer risks is
still subject to debate.

In sum we are inclined to support the
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level of 25 mlliremas an adequate standard for use in
pl anni ng and |icensing of the Yucca Mountain repository,
unl ess the NRC finds that another standard is nore
appropriate. W have confidence in their ability to make
a sound professional judgnent in the consideration of al
costs and benefits when licensing the repository for
spent nucl ear fuel and other high-Ilevel radioactive

wast es.

We therefore urge that the annual dose
standard for the general public in a reasonably maximally
exposed i ndividual be changed to 25 mlliremor such
| evel that the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion considers
adequate. Further, we recomend that the section on
ground wat er standards be deleted fromthe proposed rule.

We' Il expand our comments in witing by
the end of the comment period, after we've had an
opportunity to reflect on what we hear today and study
the proposed rule nore fully.

Thank you very much for your hearing.

MR. PAGE: Thank you, M. O Connell

M. Farron, Paul Farron.

MR. FARRON: Before I conmment on the
proposed radi ation standard, | think it's inportant to

tal k about how we got here in the first place,

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376



N

o o A~ W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PUBLI C HEARI NG 10/ 13/ 99

specifically wwth respect to the politics that played
into the decision to construct a geol ogical repository
for spent nuclear fuel.

As you know, actions leading to the
passage of the 1982 Nucl ear Waste Policy Act began in
earnest with nuclear proliferation concerns com ng out of
the Carter admnistration, culmnating in the
presidential order indefinitely postponing spent fuel
reprocessing. Carter's actions forced political
i nvol venent in the highly technical and scientific issue.
Politicians were now into details. The federal
government strengthened its position in taking title and
spent fuel storage provisions.

The federal focus began shifting to a
per manent geol ogi cal repository as the ultinate
di sposition of spent nuclear fuel. By 1982 Congress was
conpelled to take legislative action in the wake of
di verse scientific opinions, public health and safety
concerns, and the federal governnent's continued
i nvol venent and commtnent to provide an ultimate
di sposition of spent nuclear fuel.

Thus in 1981 Congress passed the Nucl ear
Waste Policy Act, inposing a political solution to a

scientific and technical issue. Uilities, that being
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licensees, had to sign on to this agreenent or face plant
shutdowns. The utility that | work for eventually signed
t hi s agreenent under protest.

The standard contract hol ders now had to
l[ive with a political resolution and try to make it work
with the Departnent of Energy. Over the last 17 years
contract holders still have had to live with this
political solution, and many now actually enbrace it.

Now, in 1999, the EPA has finally proposed
a radi ation standard for geol ogical repositories.
Unfortunately we are again |looking at a political driven
rather than a scientific resolution of this issue. The
reality is that the risk to the public froma geol ogi ca
repository is essentially the same whether the limt is
25 millirem 15 mllirem four mlliremor 35 mllirem
The difference in the nunbers is actually the cost that
it inposes on the construction of the repository, not the
radi ol ogical risks to the public.

| f EPA was really concerned about the risk
to the public, they would focus their attention on
t obacco products which affect air quality and
consequently radiati on exposure to the public.

If you're involved in this at all, you
know t hat the average annual effective whol e body dose

received by a snmoker is 1,300 mllirem that the dose to
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the lungs is 60 mllirem and this is on an annual basis.
Non- snokers are also affected to a | esser degree to
exposure by second- hand snoke.

There are many consumer products,
pol l utants and ot her considerations such as where we
choose to live that nmake a potential annual dose of 15
mlliremor 25 mlliremfroma repository seemto be in
the noise (sic).

In summary, | don't think that two poor
political actions, this being one, make a right. EPA
needs to be realistic and use accepted, already
conservative, international standards for Yucca Muntain
and ot her geol ogi cal repositories.

Thank you for your tine.

MR. PAGE: Thank you, M. Farron.

The next speaker is Charles Higley.

MR. H GLEY: Good norning. M nane is
Charlie Hgley, and I'"'ma Research Director with Public
Citizen. Public Gtizen is a consunmer advocacy
organi zation that was founded by Ral ph Nader in 1971
The correct spelling of ny last nane is Hi-g-1-e-y.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify
regarding the U S. Environnental Protection Agency's

environmental radiation protection standards for Yucca
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Mount ai n, Nevada.

EPA' s proposed rule woul d set standards
for radiation exposure froma proposed storage facility
for high-level nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain, and we
support EPA's role in helping to set these standards.
Nevert hel ess, we believe that EPA s proposed rule is too
lenient and would likely lead to serious health problens
for people living near the nuclear waste dunp and for
peopl e usi ng products produced near Yucca Mountai n.

EPA's proposed rule fails to establish a
radi ati on standard up to the peak period of radiation
exposure. M©Mddels of Yucca Mountain prepared by the U S.
Departnent of Energy suggest that the peak exposure to
radiation will occur after 300,000 years.

Further, DCE predicts that radiation doses
at 100,000 years will be 500 tines |arger than doses
during the first 10,000 years after the facility is
opened.

However, EPA' s proposed radi ation standard
woul d cover only the first 10,000 years after the nuclear
waste dunp is opened. No radiation standard would be in
pl ace for the 290,000 years prior to what nodels predict
to be the peak period of radiation exposure.

Not only would EPA' s propose rule fail to

pronmul gate a standard for countless generations, EPA's
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proposed rule is contrary to a recomendati on by the
Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences that the radiation standard
shoul d protect public health through the peak period of
exposure to radiation.

Anot her concern is EPA's decision to
measure the radiation dose 20 kil oneters or about 12
mles fromthe border of the nuclear waste dunp instead
of nmeasuring radiation at the dunp's border.

As stated in the proposed rule, the
pur pose of the geol ogical repository is to contain and
isolate the deadly waste. Therefore the radiation should
be nmeasured at the edge of the dunp and not a dozen mles
away .

On a related issue, the EPA has set a
standard for radiation in ground water, four mllirens.
But the EPA standard would all ow ground water close to
t he nucl ear waste dunp to contain higher |evels of
radiation. In other words, EPA is hoping that any
radi ati on |l eaking fromthe dunp and into the ground water
will be diluted by the tinme it reaches the wells used by
nei ghboring communities for drinking and irrigation
wat er .

G ven the uncertainties in predicting how
slow or fast radiation will travel through the ground

wat er over the next several hundred thousand years, the
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EPA shoul d set a radiation standard that does not depend
on dilution for protecting public safety.

Also I'd just like to add that it seens
fairly obvious that ground water will be how radi ation
escapes fromthe nuclear waste dunp and into the
surroundi ng environnent. Therefore it makes perfect
sense, there should be a ground water radi ation standard,
and we applaud EPA for its efforts in that direction.

Thank you very nuch.

MR. PAGE: Thank you. The next speaker is
Judi t h Johnsr ud.

DR.  JOHNSRUD: My nanme is Judith Johnsrud.
J-0-h-n-s-r-u-d. | ama geographer, and ny doctoral work
was focused on the geography of nuclear energy, and |'ve
spent sone 30-plus years involved in this issue.

| amrepresenting today the Sierra C ub.
|"ve been chairing the National Nuclear Waste Task Force
of the club and amvice chair of the Pennsyl vania
Chapter. | also amrepresenting the Pennsyl vani a based
Environnmental Coalition on Nuclear Power founded in 1970,
and have been asked al so to represent the New Engl and
Coalition in Nuclear Pollution, also founded in 1970.

My views are indeed ny own. |, however

think I will be representing those of these
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organi zati ons, each of which will be filing separate
comments in response to all of your questions by the
deadl i ne. However, because | think that nost of the
public has been unaware of, well, perhaps not of the
i ssuance of the draft standard, but of your schedule for
heari ngs and the deadline for comment, | would ask right
now t hat EPA extend the comrent period so that those
t hroughout the nation, not just here in Washi ngton, and
Las Vegas, but also throughout the entire nation have an
opportunity for coorment. | just don't think they are
aware, and certainly a great many people other than those
i n Nevada and here have a deep concern.

| want to offer a strong support to EPA in
all of its standards settings endeavors. W really feel
that this is the only organi zation that takes quite
seriously its responsibility for protection not only of
public health but also of the environnent. And | nust
add, in response | think to an earlier coment, there is
a deep concern that the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion has
not only a charge in |l aw for devel opnent to the maxi num
extent of the nuclear industry, but also |lacks the people
with the pertinent backgrounds for careful and proper
assessnment of radiation injury to people and the
envi ronment .

The agency tends to be conposed of nucl ear

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376



N

o o A~ W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PUBLI C HEARI NG 10/ 13/ 99

engi neers rather than radiation biologists, nedical
doctors, pediatricians, geneticists and those are the
area of concern.

Whil e we are exceedingly supportive in our
organi zations of EPA, at the same tine we are
di sappointed that this standard, proposed standard does
not achi eve what many of us believe is required for the
proper protection of both people and the environnment with
respect to radiati on exposures.

Certainly the decision to go with the RME
as opposed to an average nunber of the critical group is
a substantial inprovenent, and we're pleased to see that.
However, the definition of the reasonably maximally
exposed individual doesn't take us where we believe a
proper policy of prudence with regard to protection would
end up. And that would indeed be with protection of the
enbryo and fetus during the critical periods of
gestation. The nother equally as a critical factor
shoul d be considered not just the presumably male farner.

The cal cul ation of the dose at a
substantial distance fromthe site we find also to be a
failing. The present patterns of population and of |and

use unquestionably will vary over time. And thus we need
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to take into consideration a potentiality for changes
that would permt the uses of |and closer to the boundary
of the site.

In fact, perhaps a nore extrene but
reasonabl e view woul d be that the cal cul ati on of dose
shoul d begin at the site of release, fromwthin the
repository.

| amtroubled at the use of present-day
circunstances. Certainly wthin 100 years or nmuch | ess
we' ve seen vast alterations of |and use or technol ogi cal
capabilities, of population |ife styles, of all sorts of
characteristics of people and places. And while we
recogni ze the near-inpossibility of any realistic
predi ction over even 10,000 years, nonethel ess the
prudent course of action, we believe, would be to take
t he nost conservative approaches, taking into account not
just cancer incidence or lifetinme probability of fatal
cancer, but also other aspects of radiation injury in the
nost conservative form

This would include a recognition of other
forms of damage to human health apart fromfatal cancers.
And | believe that there is increasing evidence that |ow

dose inpacts are indeed effective in causing or being
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related to other illnesses apart fromcancers that are
injurious to human health. W take little consideration
of the totality of genetic inpact of radiation exposure.
And these | believe need a nmuch nore careful

consi der ati on.

In addition, I would add froma synposi um
earlier this year that -- a international synposium on
ionizing radiation -- that the progressive regul ators

el sewhere in the world appear to be starting to take into
consi deration the inpacts of radiation upon al

conponents of the biosystem Protection of the
environment for the sake of its inhabitants, not just
humans.

Now, that's a big order given the
limtations under which EPA nust operate with respect to
the law. However, it would be appropriate for there to
be a nore careful consideration of the inpacts associ ated
not only with the radiation fromthis locality, but also
the potential for many additive sources as we see
currently, the nove toward deregul ati on of radi oactive
materials and wastes which will inevitably add to the
dose comm tnents for humans and for the environnent,
vari ous aspects which in turn may inpact upon human
heal t h.

So we encourage EPA in a revision of this
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standard, which by the way we wel cone after a long, |ong
wait. But we encourage EPA to rethink, certainly to
retain the ground water standard. That is extrenely
inportant. W commend you on followng the [ aw, but also
to nove toward what is to the precautionary principle, a
maxi m zi ng of conservatism

On behalf of these three organizations,
will be submtting additional comments in witing, and
others within the organization will be doing so as well.
And | do encourage you to extend the coment peri od.

And thank you very nuch.

MR. PAGE: Thank you. Do we have any
ot her speakers that canme here today? The nethod that we
have is for people to register in the back before you
speak, but we can take care of that if folks are here to
make a statenent, and we can get you registered.

That's the end of our folks that pre-

regi stered, so what we'll do is, if there is nobody here
today -- I'mwaiting for any hands, or if anybody m ssed
the first call -- | don't see anybody here that's wanting

to speak right now

What | think we'll do is take just a short
ten-m nute break and we'll be back, and by then maybe
sone peopl e have regi stered.

We'll adjourn for ten mnutes, for a
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break. Thank you.

(Brief recess.)

MR PAGE: |1'd like to reconvene here. It
was a little bit longer than ten m nutes, but | was of
the understanding and | think it's still current that
there are no new speakers signed up at this tine.

So what | would like to offer, is fol ks
that spoke earlier that would |like to elaborate on their
oral statenents, those representing organi zati ons woul d
be for ten mnutes, individuals for five mnutes, and
give fol ks an opportunity to do that. And then second,
if there are no nore speakers signed up at this tinme, or
there are no further statenents, what we'll do is
probably just be in tenporary adjournment until folks do
show up.

W will be here waiting for people's
comments, but rather than doing a series of ten-mnute
i ncremental breaks we'll be here on hand, and as people
show up that want to testify, we wll reconvene.

Let me check one nore tine; is there
anybody new here that has not spoken that w shes to
speak?

(No response.)

| s there anybody this norning that w shes

to el aborate on their oral testinony? M. Kanps. Let ne
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just make sure, is M. Kraft still here? If we do sone
senbl ance of order, 1'll give himan opportunity. |

don't see him

Al right, M. Kanps, you have another ten
mnutes if you' d like, and Ms. Johnsrud, you would |ike
to speak as wel | ?

DR JOHNSRUD: Yes.

MR. PAGE: Ckay, very good. This is M.
Kanps fromthe Nucl ear |Information Service.

MR KAMPS: |'Il do it right this tine. |
forgot to give ny nane earlier. M nanme is Kevin Kanps,
and it's Kra-mp-s as in Samon the end. And ny
organi zation is the Nuclear Information and Resource
Servi ces, based in Washington, D.C., and we have nenbers,
we' re a menber-supported organi zation. W have nenbers
in 50 states, and we're 21 years old as an organi zati on.
And we've been involved in this issue of high-I|evel
nucl ear waste since the beginning of our organization,
and that is ny position at NIRS, the high-lIevel waste
i ssue.

And | just wanted to come back up, because
sone of the things that were said today kind of lit
[ightbul bs in ny head, and | wanted to nmake sone
commentary on those things. There is no particular

order, | just took notes.
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So one of the first things | wanted to
comment on was a statenent made, M. O Connell, was that
your nanme? About utility consunmers across the country.
And I"'mrecently arrived to Washington to work for N RS
| only started in June, and before that | was born and
rai sed in Kal amazoo, M chigan, and our utility conpany
out there is Consuner's Power, now called Consuner's
Ener gy, which operates the Palisades Nucl ear Plant and
al so the Big Rock Nuclear Plant which is now cl osed down,
but Palisades is still operating. And that's |ocated
just 40 mles from Kal amazoo, on the shoreline of Lake
M chi gan.

And that's how | got involved in all this
stuff. For the past ten or 15 years, since | was in high
school actually, | becane concerned about the nucl ear
wast e i ssues associated with Palisades. And so | just
wanted to point out, and that's been said by our
Congressman from M chi gan, Congressman Upton who is the
sponsor of the bill in Congress that would target Yucca
Mountain as the waste site for the nation as well, he
often says in public that we're getting the waste out of
M chigan and off the shoreline of Lake M chigan, and this
is a good thing. And the people in Mchigan |ove this,
and every chance that | get to say, the people in

M chi gan who have fought the waste and who have been nost

ALDERSON REPORTI NG COMPANY (800) 367-3376



N

o o A~ W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

PUBLI C HEARI NG 10/ 13/ 99 42

concerned about the waste are the ones who also are
concerned for the people of Nevada.

And before | canme to Washington | was in
an organi zation called Don't Waste M chigan, which was
very involved in trying to get an injunction against the
| oadi ng of the spent fuel casks at Palisades, the
argunment being that there was no safe way to unload these
casks, that was clear.

And we lost in the federal courts, and
Consuner's Energy and the NRC told the judge that if
there was a problemw th the waste casks that they would
sinply reverse the process and unl oad them

Well, when the fourth cask was | oaded and
found to be defective, it was clear that they didn't have
a safe way to unload the casks, and so | just wanted to
point out that utility consunmers across the nation and
M chigan, and | know a |lot of themin that area, are very
concerned about safety first, and econom c consi derations
shoul d not be placed above safety.

Anot her comment | have i s about the
uncertainties of 10,000 years, and | just wanted to re-
enphasi ze sonething that was said by Dr. Johnsrud that,
given the uncertainties, that the nost conservative
standard shoul d be applied, not |esser standards because

of the uncertainty.
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Anot her comment | wanted to nake that |
forgot to earlier was sonmething that occurred to ne as |
was readi ng the proposed standard. In a nunber of
pl aces, and I wish that | could read it word for word, it
said that a lot of the decisions to be nmade are policy,
per haps even nore so than science in regards to Yucca
Mountain. And one of the statenents that was nade al so
was that it's what society wll accept that wll
determ ne whether we go forward with this or not.

And it brought to ny mnd sonething that |
wanted to share with everyone. And that was a quote from
Frederick Douglas, who was the abolitionist during
slavery in this country, a freed slave hinself. And
again, | don't have the verbatimquote, but his point was
that given the struggle, the power struggle between the
haves and the have-nots or the oppressors and the
oppressed in this country, and his context of course was
slavery, but it applies to other issues as well.

Hi s point was that the oppressors or --
yeah, the oppressors, will try to get away with as nuch
as they can so long as the oppressed don't fight back.
And so when | read that comment in the EPA proposed
standards, that it will be a societal decision whether we
go forward or not, whether this |level of dose to the

public is acceptable, it just brought that up to ny m nd,
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and | just would like to share that. W would like to
get a lot nore people involved in this issue, and the
kind of - it harkens back to also the | ow attendance
today fromthe public and from public interest

or gani zat i ons.

To ny know edge the Federal Register
notice for this public hearing only cane out on October
1st, and | know that a nunber of organizations who woul d
ot herwi se be here are very busy right now working on the
CTBT, which is in crisis node. And so for that reason a
ot of our allies in this struggle are not here today.
But |'msure that they will submt witten comments as
will we before the deadline.

But | would like to add to what Dr.
Johnsrud said, that an extension of the comrent period
woul d be hel pful for all of our organizations to do the
best job that we can.

Just to re-enphasi ze, the 20-kil oneter

conpliance point for us really represents a nucl ear

sacrifice zone. And we feel that the point of conpliance

shoul d be at the boundary of the waste site. Oherw se
calling it boundary really is neaningless, because the
boundary would then be at 20 kilometers, not at the so-
called footprint. The footprint would be 20 kil oneters

in radius at that point.
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Anot her point is in regards to the
rel ati onshi p between Yucca Mountain and WPP, just a
guestion agai n about the point of conpliance. How can or
why woul d Nevadans be | ess deserving than the New Mexi cans
for protection, and so why would there be a difference
bet ween the point of conpliance between Yucca Muntain
and W PP?

Anot her point that | think is very
significant is that again, only blatant fatal cancers are
bei ng consi dered under this proposed rule as a
significant health inpact, and I would like to echo what
was said earlier, that there are a nunber of other
injuries related to radiation that should be consi dered
that are very inportant issues of public health.

| wanted to point out also that Yucca
Mount ai n does not exist in a vacuumout there. The
Nevada Test Site is right there. The |owlevel nuclear
dunp is right there. And also the opening of the
fl oodgates that's being pushed in terns of rel ease of
radi oactive materials into society. All of these
mul ti pl e exposures should be considered in a connected
way, and not in isolation fromeach other. The inpact of
mul ti pl e exposures.

And a |l ast point is the biosphere

consi derations, the changing of climate over tine is very
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significant. The possibility that glaciation wll occur
on this continent again, and that that area could becone
a tenperate region with nuch heavier rainfall and bodies
of surface water, in which case the exposure scenari 0s
woul d change drastically, and the public could be much
nmore exposed to doses of radiation.

Ch, one nore point. In regards to other
living organisns in the environnent, again the constraint
is placed on EPA about what they can consider, but these
are very significant issues as well, and could be
addressed even if not legally binding upon the repository
project, but certainly could be brought up as issues to
be considered at the Yucca Muuntain site.

Thank you.

MR. PAGE: Thank you. Dr. Johnsrud?

DR. JOHNSRUD: H again, nmy name is Judith
Johnsrud. And | too have several points that 1'd like to
mention and that are brought to m nd by other speakers.

First, 17 years seens a long, long tine,
but we're dealing with issues in which the peak dose is
anticipated to be well beyond 100,000 years. It is
al nost beyond human inmagi nation to have assuned that we
coul d sol ve the problem of geol ogic disposal within fewer
than 20 years. And therefore ny expectation is that we

may see a good many nore iterations of this effort.
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Don't feel too glum W' re getting
sonewhere, perhaps, but | think that we nmay have indeed a
long way to go. And in that regard I want to nake it
cl ear that none of the organizations that |I'm associ ated
with is in any way supportive of the approval of Yucca
Mountain. We do believe that there is now adequate
i nformati on avail abl e, when we conbi ne the physical
factors as M. Kanps has just nmentioned of climate
change, of the geologic instability of the area.
When one stands atop Yucca Muntain as our
Sierra Cub Nuclear Waste Task Force did a couple of
years ago, and counts the cinder cones that are visible
within a fewmles, it's pretty clear that this is indeed
a geologically uncertain |ocation for radi oactive waste.
In addition to all of the problens,
geol ogi ¢ problens that have been uncovered within the
past few years, just consider: Had DOE noved ahead very
rapidly initially, wthout the confirmatory or non-
confirmatory research that has been done, we m ght have
found that we were indeed deep into a much nore costly
m st ake, both in ternms of eventual danage to human bei ngs
and the cost for redoing the job. Better to iterate now
and reiterate than find that we have proceeded fal sely.
So I'd add that to the precautionary

principle in general.
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Third, and again, these are not in a
particul arly proper order, isolation of radioactive waste
or any other hazardous material neans exactly that.
| solating the material fromthe biosystem And that
means zero release, which in turn neans a zero dose from
t hat source.

W' ve already taken a trenmendous
conprom se wwth the very notion of isolation of the
waste, and failing to define disposal as isolation for
the full hazardous life of the waste.

In addition, while we're | ooking at the
reasonably maxi mal |y exposed individual, there is a
concern about overall popul ation dose that does not seem
to have been given due consideration. The produce of the
Amargosa Vall ey already ends up in the Los Angel es
mar ket s, and again, given the potential for climte
change, for alterations of |and use, that could becone a
nore significant factor, particularly when we add in the
antici pated additional doses fromderegul ated nmaterials
that nay be recycled into consunmer products over tine,
and many ot her sources of ionizing radiation, and
alternatively, other contam nants.

| intended to nmention earlier that at the
i nternational synposiumon ionizing radiation |ast

spring, which by the way the Nucl ear Regul atory
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Comm ssion totally failed to attend, but M. Ferguson was
there for EPA, there was substantial discussion not only
of the additive inpacts of nultiple sources of exposure,
but of the necessity for nuch greater attention to the
synergi es, the synergi sns between and anong radi ation
interacting upon and with the variety of other

contam nants wthin the biosystem to which the

i ndi vidual is exposed.

After all, it is the ultimate set of
exposures to damagi ng materials upon an individual and
the offspring of that individual that are of our concern
in human heal th protection.

We have the issues of deconm ssioning and
t he ongoi ng di sagreenent between NRC and EPA over the
deconm ssi oni ng standard, and | want to note here that
there are states that now are | ooking well beyond even
EPA's 15 millirem four mllirem ground water. The
State of Massachusetts to ny understandi ng has adopted a
ten mlliremexposure with respect to a deconmm ssi oned
site that would currently be used in the future for, in
the near future, for rel ease and occupance.

So far from being overly conservative, the
argunent may well be made that EPA's 15 mlliremplus the
ground water standard is quite far from being

conservative enough to satisfy the concerns of states.
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Wth regard to the Yucca Muuntain area, |
don't think -- particularly for people in the east --
that arid |lands are wastel ands that can well be
sacrificed to this damaging or potentially damaging, if
you prefer, utilization. And | would like to rem nd us
again that arid |ands are, along with the cold | ands of
the world, really the nost fragile of all ecosystens.

Easily damaged, difficult if not
i npossible to repair, and perhaps that word "footprint"
is quite appropriate. The footprint of a human being in
a desert land may last a very, very long tine.

Finally, two last points. | cone from
reactor communities and reactor concerns. |'mdeeply
troubled at the likelihood that reactor sites that were
never designed for waste isolation, even for waste
storage, wll by default becone sites that as the
econom cs of the electric utility industry change so
enornously are subject to potential abandonnent by just
about everybody.

My long-time concerns with Three-MIl e
Island remnd nme, | have a photograph of the entire
i sl and under water during Hurricane Agnes before TM-1
went into operation. Reactors were never sited with any
intent for waste to remain on the sites.

And so that points up the depth of the
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dilemma. That does not justify proceeding with the Yucca
Mountain site given the many uncertainties. And thus the
stronger that EPA's regulation with respect to standards,
the better-served will be everyone as we undertake a re-
evaluation, and I think it's needed of what we're going
to do with high-level radioactive waste.

Above all, | am deeply concerned that we
are seeing a concerted nove away fromthe |inear
hypot hesi s of dose response, when in fact a substanti al
body of literature now exists to indicate that we should
be nmoving to substantially nore conservative, not |ess
conservative protection of people and the environnment.

And t hank you again for your patience.

MR. PAGE: Thank you.

Any ot her speakers? All right, hearing
none, what we'll do is we'll tenporarily adjourn and wait
for other speakers to show at this tine. Thank you.

(Wher eupon, followng a waiting period
until 5:00 o'clock p.m, with no other speakers appearing

to testify, the hearing was concl uded.)
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